This article reviews the recent book of Greg Anderson and contributes to ongoing debates about the significance of Kleisthenes and the development of Athenian democracy.
by elite competitiveness, with the people themselves now reserving the right to expel prominent members of the elite through the new institution of ostracism.
This general picture of the transformation of late archaic Athens has been drawn before and probably represents the consensus position of those scholars currently working in the period. Nonetheless things start to get very interesting when Anderson considers why archaic Athens was so weak and when exactly this transformation took place. The novel argument of his book is that Athens of the sixth century was far from properly integrated with its surrounding region: the effectiveness of city-based institutions and leaders fell a long way short of the borders of Attike, no mechanism existed to register the free male inhabitants of the region as citizens of Athens or to involve them in its political and military affairs, and these inhabitants had no sense of being part of a collectivity covering all of Attike. Additionally non-elite Athenians played no part politically or otherwise in the public life of the archaic city. Anderson rejects the standard view that the involvement of non-elite Athenians in politics and warfare and the integration of Athens and its region were gradual, long-term processes, involving reforming leaders such as Solon and Peisistratos.
2 Instead he believes they were achieved only as part of the tribal and political reforms of Kleisthenes and his associates in 508/7. Even then, Anderson maintains, for non-elite Athenians a sense of shared Athenian identity and of being part of the dēmos took much longer to develop, being as it was the result of the mixing of citizens in tribal activities, their experience of new political institutions and the cultural programme of Kleisthenes and his successors (pp. 22, 40, 81, 83, 119, 124-5, 197, 216 would disagree with him that the Kleisthenic reforms were a historical watershed. Since
Attike was around fifty times larger and more populous than the average-sized khōra ('countryside') of a Greek city, Kleisthenes effectively consolidated 'not so much a citystate as a region state ' (p. 3) . By doing so he laid one of the foundations for the military might of fifth-century Athens. Nonetheless Anderson returns to scholarly iconoclasm by mounting a detailed case against the influential and recently made interpretation of Josh
Ober that the impetus for these reforms came not from Kleisthenes but from the dēmos itself. 4 Instead Anderson maintains (p. 81): '…the new order was not the spontaneous creation of a popular revolutionary fervor, however much the support of nonelite citizens might have been crucial to its success. Rather, it should be seen as a massive, ingenious, and artfully self-conscious exercise in social engineering -the product, in short, of a vision from above, not below.' While privileging Kleisthenes as the creator of the institutions that would be responsible for the military might and full democracy of classical Athens,
Anderson acknowledges and explores how the Athenians quickly forgot what he did,
preferring to see the mythical king Theseus as the one who unified Attike and foundedalong with Solon -the democracy.
STRENGTHS
There are four reasons why this book will be received as an important study and essential reading for ancient historians, research students and researchers in the social sciences seeking qualitative case studies of nation-building before the modern period.
Firstly, the book is timely. It is only one of three monographs on Kleisthenes to appear in more than three decades. 5 And since Anderson studies in some detail the century or more before 508/7, in order to gauge the significance of the Kleisthenic reforms, and extends his analysis down to 490, his book is even rarer still: a monograph-length discussion of archaic 
SUMMARY AND CRITIQUE
This book breaks down into three parts. Part 1 (chapters 1-2) considers the new institutions and practices Kleisthenes and his associates introduce and demonstrates how they represented a clean break with the past. Part 2 (chapters 3-4) explores the impact of the reforms on the city's political and religious centres, the agora and Akropolis respectively. Part 3 (chapters 5-9) analyzes how mythology, hero cult, religious festivals and the celebration of recent events were used to constitute, represent and legitimize the reforms.
PART 1: POLITICAL CHANGE
In chapter 1 'From City-State to Region-State' (pp. 13-42) Anderson overturns the scholarly consensus that Athens and Attike were politically unified in the archaic period.
The most compelling aspect of this critique is that even in the sixth century the ambit of the city's politics and laws did not extend to regions beyond the plain surrounding Athens (pp. 24-34) . This is borne out by his close and very original consideration of the exile of the Alkmeonids from approximately 600 to 560 and 546/5 to 525/4 (pp. 24-30). Anderson 6 In this respect the only book to which it might be compared is P.B. Manville, The (Princeton, 1990) .
Origins of Citizenship in Ancient Athens
shows that when the city-based families of this clan were expelled by their rivals, they did not leave the country -as scholars have traditionally assumed -but settled near Sounion on the coast in south-eastern Attike. There, contrary to a law of Solon against excessive mortuary expenditure, the Alkmeonids erected monumental kouroi as grave markers.
Anderson makes a good case too for Peisistratos, whose family had been long based in the city, spending his first period of exile (approximately 561/0 to 556/5) within Attike, most probably at Brauron (pp. 30-4). Perceptively he points out that these internal exiles do more than evince the disunity of sixth-century Attike. They also call into question the often-made generalization that the elite rivalries of the period had a regional dimension (pp. 31-2). This is based on the ancient tradition that each of the contenting leaders of midsixth-century Athens had regional supporters, with the Alkmeonid Megakles leading the 'men of the coast', Peisistratos the 'men of the hills' (including Brauron), and Lykourgos the 'men of the plain' around the city. 7 But critical details here do not fit with what
Anderson has already established: the Alkmeonids and Peisistratos had long been based in or around the city, spending only their periods of exile in the 'coast' and 'hills'
respectively. Anderson plausibly suggests that this ancient tradition was an attempt of the mid-fifth century to account for memories of the links of Megakles and Peisistratos with these regions at a time when it was believed that Attike had always been properly unified.
Chapter 1 closes with a concise analysis of how the reforms of Kleisthenes finally unified Athens and Attike by co-opting the demes into political and military administration, grouping these villages and suburbs from three different regions of Attike into ten tribes, and using the latter as the subdivisions of a new popular council and citybased army (pp. 34-42 the reformed assembly made non-elite citizens the arbiters of public policy and laws, Ober believes that the Kleisthenic reforms mark the true beginning of Athenian democracy and the preconditions of its future development. Therefore, believing that the impetus of these reforms came not from above but from the people itself, he concludes: '…dēmokratia was not a gift from a benevolent elite to a passive demos, but was the product of collective decision, action, and self-definition on the part of the demos itself.'
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Anderson's strongest reason for rejecting Ober's view of 508/7 is that lacking any formal role in the politics of sixth-century Athens, non-elite Athenians could not have developed 'their own independent political agenda', making it impossible for them to drive and shape the Kleisthenic reforms (p. 79). Thus the 'contents' of the reforms were not 'the spontaneous products of any revolutionary mass fervor' (pp. 9; cf. 81). Anderson argues that with a 'popular mandate' in hand Kleisthenes and his fellow reformers simply '…saw a historic opportunity to author a series of initiatives that would not merely reward their nonelite supporters but help to resolve perhaps the two most fundamental and intractable problems that faced the Athenians at this time: chronic military vulnerability and recurring political turmoil' (p. 82). The self-identities of the residents of Attike as Athenians and the dēmos were instead the products of the institutions Kleisthenes created and the subsequent cultural programme (pp. 81, 83; cf. 22, 40, 119, 124-5, 197, 216 Phoenix, 58 (2004, in press) . 43 Herodotos 5.74-7.
victories. 44 The former, Anderson explains, copied the ways the private tombs of sixthcentury aristocrats depicted individuals killed in action: the Homeric phraseology of the epitaph and the monumentality of the mound styled the dead as warrior heroes of epic poetry (pp. 151-5). But it also broke with the past by being a publicly-commissioned and collective tomb and giving a heroic status to all war dead, regardless of social class (pp.
152-3). The same status is also given to all and sundry by the votive offering of 506 (pp.
155-7). In conclusion Anderson stresses that the continuity and traditionalism of these monuments dovetailed with the general cultural programme of 157) . No less remarkable for this reviewer is the egalitarianism informing these war memorials: while democratic equality required several more decades to be clearly expressed (see above) and the link between this concept and honours for the war dead even longer to be made explicit, here, in the first years of the democracy, we have implicit evidence for this strong principle already re-organizing traditional representations of warfare.
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In chapter 7 'The Festival of All of the Athenians' (pp. 158-77) Anderson argues that the festival of the Great Panathenaia was significantly enhanced after 508/7 in order to represent and buttress important outcomes of the Kleisthenic reforms. This four-yearly festival was founded in the mid-560s when athletic, equestrian and musical agōnes and a procession to escort to the Akropolis the new robe for Athena Polias were added to a preexisting sacrifice for the goddess (pp. 160-2, 265 n.14), with extra contests for rhapsodes added by the tyrants in the 540s. In chapter 9 'Change and Memory ' (pp. 197-211) Aristogeiton, before asking why these two aristocrats, whose assassination of Hipparkhos in 514/3 did not end the tyranny, were honoured so highly by the post-508/7 regime (pp. 199-206, 278 nn.16-17; cf. 94-5) . 51 True to iconoclastic form, his answer challenges the current scholarly orthodoxy that the Tyrannicides were honoured because they were considered the promoters or founders of the democracy (pp. 204-7 Inadvertently the book also evinces that non-elite residents of Attike shared this burgeoning regional identity and probably already saw themselves as the dēmos before the last decade of the sixth century. Anderson discusses the ceramic evidence of this religiously-articulated 'nationalism', such as pots with pictures of Triptolemos and Theseus and miniatures of the prize vases of the Great Panathenaia, which date from the mid sixth century (pp. 137-8, 162-3, 169-70, 190 could not have been -as Anderson repeatedly argues -the products of the institutions, practices and cultural programme Kleisthenes and his associates introduced.
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In conclusion, details of this book undercut one of its main theses that Kleisthenes was responsible for creating the communal identities and political aspirations of the Athenians or -to paraphrase Benedict Anderson -'an imagined political community in ancient Attica'. 59 Well before the reforms of Kleisthenes, elite and non-elite residents of Attike saw themselves as Athenians and as the people of Athens and desired a new style of public life, even if these self-perceptions clashed with older local and class identities and
were not necessarily held as strongly in some parts of Attike as others. Therefore, the great innovation of Kleisthenes was not to invent the Athenian imaginary but rather to turn it into a concrete reality: he took pre-existing communal identities, concerns about territorial unity and political aspirations and gave them form as city-based institutions and practices.
In turn, these new realities underwrote the regional and political self-identities of the Athenians, which had to become predominant if the new style of politics and warfare were to last. That this book inadvertently provides detailed evidence for this contrary interpretation bears witness to the scholarly rigor and honesty of its author and its status as an important study of archaic Athens. 
